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Part 1 


Today you give me the last UV papers possibly. So we're left with this 
session and the next one. And so you have to go very quickly. 


So well, [ Noises of chairs ] we were at this the last time: it was, once 
we had defined the crystal-image, we tried like that to distinguish 
states of the crystal, [ Pause] it is that is, image regimes. And so we 
have like this -- I'm hinting -- we assumed that a work like that of 
[Max] Ophuls could be in the form of a perfect crystal, 


[1:00] assumed perfect. It is an ideal, the perfect crystal, and I had 
tried to define it. [sound of creaking door] 


And then we had seen a second crystalline state, it was the toad 
diamond or the crystal through which something is leaking, the 
cracked crystal. And that seemed to us to determine in a possible way 
-- not necessary -- it seemed to us to eventually determine [Jean] 
Renoir's regime where there is indeed a crystal-image represented by 
the theater, the stage, but where always something " flees”, 


[2:00] for example, by the background of the stage. And what is 
leaking? Well, is it that in the crystal or on the stage, hence Renoir's 
theme perpetually, where does the theater begin? Where does life 
begin? Well, life, in a way, is what leaks from the crystal. 


But why was the crystal needed? There it seems to me, it is through 
this, you understand, that... I repeat all the time in life, artists must be 
considered, including filmmakers as, always an aspect through which 
they are simply thinkers. So Renoir, well, he is simply a thinker, he 
does not think outside of his work, that is to say he thinks by 
cinematographic image. But thinking by cinematic image, it's worth 
thinking by music 


[3:00] or thinking in colors and lines, etc. They are forms of thought. 
And again, in the forms of thought, philosophy exists but has no 
special privilege. She has her world of creation. 


Well, if I treat Renoir as a thinker, I ask the question: well, what is 
that? 


It seems a commonplace: “where does the theater begin? », « where 
does life begin? ", all that. 


No, that is not one at all; if you take it, if you replace it as they say, in 
the context of a work. For Renoir's idea, it seems to me, the idea but 
as if involuntary, unconscious, I don't know myself, I don't know what 
to say, there is not, there is nothing to know: this is not an idea of 
reflection, it is an idea that is profoundly one with his way of living, 
with his way of seeing life. 


His idea is that in the crystal or on the [4:00] stage, we keep trying on 
roles. 


His idea is that the role is not something that is played by a perfect 
actor. Yes, there are those who have this idea. The role is something 
that is played by a supposedly perfect actor. 


With Renoir, it's not that at all, and I was telling you, that's why he 
has sometimes been accused, those who don't like him, of 
improvisation. It's not an improvisation at all. I think it's something 
deliberate about him. It's that the role is not something that is played 
by a supposedly perfect actor; it is something that is essentially 
“tried”. The theater is the place where people “try out” roles. 


And there, [5:00] would be the only side -- I'm not saying there is the 
slightest resemblance between the two authors -- it would be the only 
side by which Renoir would join an aspect of [Bertholt] Brecht. 


Brecht had a fundamental idea which is, ultimately, theater and 
education are one. 


Renoir, in a certain way, reinterprets this idea, of an identity of 
theater and education. 


But with him, you see what meaning it takes on, which is quite 
different from the meaning that Brecht gives it. The theater is 
fundamentally an education because, or education is a theater because 
education and theater are the instance under which one “trys out” 
roles. 


So what does that mean? In the crystal-image or on the stage, we keep 
trying roles until, until, until what? Until we find the right one, [6:00] 
that is, until everyone finds the role of their own life. The role of my 
life is not given in advance, only, not sure that I find it. At that time, I 
will stay on the stage. If I find the role of my life a certain way, I walk 
off stage. This is why the crystal-image always has a crack through 


which something leaks or can leak. At this point, the theater ends. 
Theater is the creator of a new reality. [ On this subject, see L’Image- 
Temps, pp. 1116-117] 


Understand, this is the idea of a creative theater in Renoir, and it is 
very different, once again, from many other conceptions of theater. 
The theater is truly a creator of a new reality in the sense that the 
theater [7:00] is the place where one “trys out” roles, but insofar as 
one finds the authentic role, the role of one's life , we leave the 
theatre. We leave the theater, but not to fall back into reality; we 
leave the theater to enter a new reality that has been created as we try 
out the roles. It seemed to me that this was what made Renoir's kind 
of final optimism, that is to say his belief in a future, his belief in a 
future, his belief in a reality to be created. And I was telling you, take 
any Renoir film. It varies a lot; it has its moments of pessimism where 
you won't be able to get out of the crystal, where you are condemned 
to try all the roles, to change roles, without exit, [8:00] all that. It 
happens with him, when things go wrong for Renoir, or for the world. 
But when it's going well, it's in this form. 


In other words, I would say of the two dimensions of time, see, the 
past which is preserved and the present which passes, Renoir puts the 
positive accent on the present which passes. The pasts that are 
preserved, are preserved on the stage. They fall back onto the stage. 
The passing present is the direction of time coming out of the crystal 
and which, as it comes out, creates a new reality. 


The present that passes is the gallop. We get out of the crystal [9:00] 
by a gallop. The end of "French Cancan" [1954], the frenzied French 
cancan at the end of "French Cancan", is the big exit, it's the big exit in 
life. It is at a gallop that one leaves the crystal, while past roles - 


- that is to say what we would call, I won't come back to this because 
it's what we saw previously, what we would call the little ritornello -- 
it turns in the crystal. This is the round of roles that we have 
successively tried. It is therefore a second figure of the crystal. 


Then I said, but it doesn't end there, there is a third figure, and I 
started. Well, I was saying, [Federico] Fellini in a way, that's good, 
that would be the third, third state of the crystal. [10:00] And there 
Fellini, it's very curious, I'm telling you, because, consider a film by 
Fellini, well, he's neither the perfect crystal, nor the crystal that leaks 


at the bottom, for a background, hence the role of depth of field in 
Renoir. Fellini is quite another thing; it is yet another world, but one 
more crystal world. With its problem of getting out of it, staying in it, 
not in, not in, not getting out of it, etc. Fellini, I was telling you, well, 
it is the crystal related to its germs, it is the crystal in the process of 
formation, and perpetually in the process of formation. Because if, in 
the case of Ophuls, the crystal is perfect, we have clearly seen that the 
perfect crystal is an ideal. [11:00] The crystal of fact is never perfect. 
The actual crystal is never perfect because it rightfully does not stop 
growing. The crystal will not stop growing insofar as it will always 
have, as we have seen, medium to crystallize. Much more, in itself, it 
is only a limit. The crystal is the pure boundary between the so-called 
crystalline germ and the crystallizable medium. So in a sense it won't 
stop growing. 


Now it is this aspect -- see, one could say of each of the authors here 
that we are dealing with: ah well yes, each has retained a fundamental 
aspect of the crystal; he retained a crystalline state -- then the crystal 
related to these germs, it is the crystal always in process of formation. 
[12:00] If you understand that, we won't be surprised that in such a 
work, in that of Fellini, it seems to me, it can no longer be a question 
of getting out of the crystal since it is a question of train and make it 
grow constantly. And this will be the first major opposition, it seems 
to me, the first major difference between Renoir and Fellini. [ Break] 


With Fellini, it is no longer a question of going out -- at the beginning 
because all that, if we had the time, we would see things more closely, 
it goes without saying that a work has an evolution -- at the 
beginning, Fellini does not stick to its ready-made formulas. Hey, he's 
getting there, he's getting there very, very slowly, by dint of work. At 
the beginning, it is still a matter of going out; if you take "La Strada" 
[1954], if you take again... it's still a cinema that is part of neorealism 
[13:00] from the point of view of wandering. It is still a question of 
going out, of leaving. But very quickly, as [Barthélemy] Amengual 
points out very well, with Fellini very quickly, it is no longer a 
question of going out. For what ? There is no exit. But not at all in the 
sense that one would say there is no way out, not at all in the sense 
that in Ophuls there is no way out. 


Because if at Ophuls there is no exit, it is in the name of the supposed 
perfect state of the crystal, we cannot leave it. [ Quotations from 
Amengual’s articles by Deleuze in L’Image-Temps, p. 12, footnote 7; p. 
82, footnote 19; 119, note 30, offer a rather vague documentation; it 
is a series, Film studies, published by Lettres Modernes at Minard, 


notably of "Fellini I and II" according to Deleuze, that is to say vol. 15 
(28-29) "Federico Fellini, '8 


Y2” (1964), and vol. 44 (127-130) “Federico Fellini 2. At the sources 
of the imagination” (1981)] 


At Fellini, it's not at all for that. If there is no exit from the crystal, it 
is because the problem is elsewhere. It is because the problem: it is 
how to enter it, since there are only germs. And that germs are 
starters. [Pause] [14:00] So that ultimately the crystal itself will be, so 
to speak, the cross section of all the germs or, what comes to the same 
thing, the cross section of all the entrances. There will only be 
entrances, hence the honeycomb structure of this cinema; each 
alveolus is an entrance, hence as [here the recording is repeated, 
starting from the end of the previous sentence: the transversal of all 
the entrances...”] Amengual also puts it very well in a text that seems 
to me very , very good on Fellini, hence it is no longer the theater 
model, nor the circus model, it is the Luna Park model. It's still a Luna 
Park. 


[15:00] Why? Because Luna Park is a honeycomb series. It's not even 
-- it's deeper, it goes through the circus, it goes through whatever -- 
but the real structure that's adequate for it is a Luna Park type 
structure. The alveolar structure, you find it in its pure state, for 
example, in certain sets of "Satyricon" [1969]. Well then, I say: there 
are only entrances, and that is what constitutes the ent... Each, each 
entrance is only a crystalline seed, and what is the crystal? I wouldn't 
say it's the sum of those germs; it is the transverse of germs, that is to 
say the passage from one entrance to another through a partition. 


Well if that's it, I was saying... Let's take it, quickly... There is a 
problem right away then, and we can clearly see that the relationship, 
for example, spectacle-life [16:00] could be said to be common to all 
the authors I study, but it is posed very differently by Renoir and by 
Fellini. 


Obviously it is posed in a completely different way because with 
Fellini, the problem will be this: once said that there are always 
multiple entries which are so many crystalline seeds, there are some 
which abort, there there are some who succeed, only I don't know in 
advance. It would be too good if I knew it in advance. What does "an 
entry that aborts" mean? That means, if you remember our previous 


analyses, that means a face that becomes [17:00] opaque. What does 
“successful entry” mean? That means, an entrance which becomes a 
face, which becomes the city. 


Hence the special role of light in Fellini which cannot be the same as 
light in Renoir, which cannot be the same as light in Ophuls. At 
Ophuls, the light is crystal clear throughout. If you consider "Madame 
de" [1953], for example, it is a crystalline light from Ophuls; it is 
among the most beautiful there is, but understand in what sense. The 
handling of light, well, also implies something that is closely related to 
thought, that is to say, it is not for simply aesthetic reasons that a 
cinematographer needs such [18: 00] light regime. Everything, there 
everything is linked, it is also linked to his thought. 


So hey, I say, take films, I take three examples, take "Roma", take 
"Eight and a half", finally take the masterpiece, "The Clowns", that's 
how it goes call? 


A student: Yes. 


Deleuze: Clowns huh? Yeah ? 
Student: Yes. 


Deleuze: Yes, "Les Clowns" [1970], what do you see? What is the 
movie made of? What is the subject in the flattest sense of the word 
subject? What is the theme? The theme merges strictly with the 
examination of all the ways of entering into the theme. This is Fellini's 
devilish move. [19:00] There is no other, there is no other theme. 
There is no other theme than: “how to enter the theme”. [ On Fellini 
and these themes in the light of crystal, see L’Image-Temps, pp. 
117-124] 


So indeed, we can say it is very modern this way. Modern or not, what 
matters is that he lives it. He lives it. To imagine it, we could compare 
it to make it more human at our level. Remember when you presented 
the baccalaureate. Well, we can design all kinds of types of 
candidates. There is the candidate who makes his perfect plan in 
advance, that's Ophuls huh? He makes his perfect crystal. There is the 
candidate who makes his crystal, and then it has to leak, and he keeps 
the last hour to improvise. [20:00] I've known some like that, it was 
interesting, those were "Renoirians". [Laughs] And there's the one, 


that's more worrying, but there are people who, during the four hours 
of the exam, will wonder how to get into the subject. [Laughs] Which 
way, which way to take this thing; that is a “Fellinien”. 


Only precisely, you see that to succeed with this method, there you 
need genius, otherwise you get to the end, and then you haven't found 
an entry. There he will examine all the entries in the subject, and the 
subject will be confused; the treatment of the subject will be one with 
the examination of all the ways of entering the subject. [21:00] 


So I was telling you, take “Roma”, well, I'm going very quickly there. 
You have the historical entry, the psychological entry by childhood 
memory, the archaeological entry by discovery of the fresco, the 
geographical entry by the ring road, good. When he has examined all 
the ways of entering Rome, he stops, it's over, the film is over. Some 
will have become opacified; I told you, the fresco barely appeared, 
disappears. It is a process of opacification. An entry became opaque, 
yet one would have thought that it was the richest. 


At the same time, [22:00] we must not exaggerate, these entries, they 
mix; the frescoes are discovered when you dig to make the metro or 
whatever. Well, all that; the childhood memory fresco and the historic 
entrance via the passage of the Rubicon are contaminating each other, 
short-circuiting each other, good. There are entries that work, and 
others that don't. But the description of an input that does not work 
can be fundamental. An entry that becomes opaque can be 
fundamental because it leads us to discover the entry that will, on the 
other hand, become clear. 


In "Huit et demi" [1963], it is even more obvious -- well, no more; it's 
the same thing, simply with genius, it varies each time, this structure 
of multiple entries in Fellini -- 


you have, we should even [23:00] take the order, but I don't have in 
mind, it doesn't matter, so I say in a mess, yes, yes, no, it starts with. .. 
a nightmare. It is an entry, in what? We do not know. In "Huit et 
demi", we don't know what we're getting into because it starts with a 
nightmare. The nightmare there in the tunnel, which continues in a 
dream; [ Break] 


it continues in bodily states: fever, depression, [Pause] and everything 
will pass, the memories, 


fantasies, whatever you want. [Pause] [24:00] Reports then, what is 
the work? - 


- It is a question of doing a work in "Huit et demi" -- what was the 
work to be done? Well, that's all the possible ways to get into the 
work, and then there you go. 


"The Clowns" [1970] is even sharper, but for every Fellini it would 
work. "The Clowns", there, I remember a little more the order of the 
entries. The first is childhood memories. It aborts, it becomes opaque; 
there we could absolutely follow, but it is first clear, a childhood 
memory, what Fellini presents as his own taste, as a child, for the 
circus and clowns. But it becomes opaque because the child is afraid 
of clowns, and this entrance then becomes opaque on the image 
[25:00] of the weak clown, the weakling of the clown. She closes. 


Second entry -- no matter if my memory deceives me, but anyway -- 
second entry then of a completely different type, sociological entry: 
investigation. The adult Fellini team is going to interview clowns, or 
old clowns. [Pause] There too it doesn't pay off, because the team is as 
clownish as the old clown, and it becomes opaque in this kind of 
confusion between the team and the old clowns. 


Third entry, the most grotesque, which one could call archaeological: 
Fellini's team will drag their feet in the television archives where 
Fellini is [26:00] received like a dog. I really like this entry. Well, 
there it becomes opaque right away. [ Pause recording] [26:10] 


... archaeological investigation, archival research, so well, better the 
imagination. There is the big stage, one could say a kinesic entrance, 
but kinesic in what form? 


Imaginary kinesics, that is to say a kind of “movement of the world” 
entry. And it's the almost dreamlike big scene, or almost a nightmare, 
the famous big scene of the hearse of the clowns, of the 
metamorphosis into bottles of champagne, [27:00] etc. It's a splendid 
scene, where the clowns run after each other, there in a kind of gallop, 
gallop, the big gallop, a third entrance. You will notice that at this 
third entry, a clown could not follow since the whole theme is the 
death of clowns, clowns are old. A clown could not follow; there is the 
breathless old clown who has abandoned the procession, which for us 
must be a sign that it is not yet the right entrance. However, we have 
made progress from one entry to the next, it's not just that... but we 
will have to find another entry. 


And now, in a last attempt, the breathless old clown gets up and goes 
to evoke his dead companion. [28:00] He takes his trumpet and calls 
out, and miraculously, the dead clown's trumpet answers. And the two 
trumpets echo. [Pause] Here we have an entrance. That does not 
mean that it cancels out the others; this is the sound input. It is no 
longer the kinesic input; it is the sonorous entry where a trumpet 
responds to another trumpet, to speak like Proust, and it was as if it 
were, as if it were the beginning of a world. A solitary trumpet 
responds to a solitary trumpet as in the beginning of a world. [29:00] 
Okay, there you go. 


But then see how it arises, then. I was saying there is a first 
opposition, if you will, between Fellini and Renoir since with Renoir, 
it is a question of knowing if one can and how to get out of the 
crystal. With Fellini, on the contrary, it is a question of knowing if one 
can and how to enter it. And 


then the second great opposition is that the signs of the times will be 
reversed. With Renoir, what counted was the gallop of passing 
presents. For what ? It was he who was assigned the positive sign. For 
what ? Because it is he, galloping the "French Cancan", it is he who 
took us out of the crystal. At the same time, a new reality was being 
created. [30:00] And the round of pasts that are preserved, on the 
contrary, remained in the crystal; it was all the roles we had tried. 
You see, salvation was on the side of the gallop of the presents which 
pass away, while the pasts which are preserved fell back into the 
crystal. 


At Fellini, there is no reason to be surprised, it is just the opposite. 
[Pause] The gallop of passing presents is what will at the same time 
make the entrances through which it passes more and more opaque. 
[31:00] Where are they galloping? To death. [Pause] The movement 
of passing presents, far from being the creator of a new reality, is 
nothing more than the passage to death. We can see it clearly in 
Fellini's traveling shots and in something of which he has become the 
brilliant specialist, in the parade of monsters. A tracking shot travels 
through a series of lined up monsters, monstrous individuals, heavily 
made-up old women, [Pause] disfigured men. [ Deleuze often refers to 
Fellini during this school year, notably in sessions 2 and 4 (November 
22 and December 6, 1983) and sessions 9, 14, and 20 (January 24, 
March 20, and May 29 1984)] 


And what is [32:00] prodigious in these tracking shots? They are slow; 
that doesn't prevent -- these are slow tracking shots -- that doesn't 
prevent giving the impression of a kind of galloping. Where are they 
running? Where are they running? Yet they do not move. It's the 
camera that moves, it doesn't matter. The dolly shot, the slow dolly 
shot, applies to the rapid race of the characters to death. How are 
these watches taken? It is prodigious. They are taken exactly, huh, 
Fellini's tracking shot gives the following effect: it's as if the camera 
were scrolling past its line of monsters, filthy individuals, what, 
abject, and it's as if it were birds of prey, a parade where there would 
be [33:00] as many birds of prey immobilized and as it passes it is as 
if it disturbs. You know, there are rules for watching birds of prey; you 
don't have to watch them, huh? They don't like it. So it's like she's 
passing along the birds of prey. And each time, there is a bird of prey 
more monstrous than the previous one and less monstrous than the 
following one which is as if disturbed and which dives -- this is 
Fellini's famous camera glances -- and which plunges for a very brief 
moment into the camera. It scrolls, it passes to the other bird of prey. 
There you have, you indeed have what should be called a “monster 
gallery”. And it is the presents that pass; where are they going ? To 
death. For example, the line of spa guests in "Huit et demi", [34:00] 
the long line of spa guests. 


You see, unlike Renoir -- and it's forced given Fellini's problem and its 
difference from Renoir's problem, it's completely forced -- it's forced 
that passing presents are now affected by the negative sign, whereas 
the pasts which are preserved, that is to say what we called when we 
were dealing with them from the sound point of view, the ritornello, it 
is this which is going to be the chance of salvation. It is she who will 
guide us to the right entrance. The gallop of the clowns was the 
present passing and going to death. But the [35:00] trumpet that 
responds to the solitary trumpet, that's the ritornello, that's the 
entrance to Salvation. 


And why are the pasts that are preserved, it's salvation or the chance 
of Salvation in 


[Fellini]? Not at all because it is fixed in the past; in any case, not at 
all because it would be fixed in the past in the sense of memory. I 
don't believe at all that Fellini has the slightest taste for 


memory, nor for fantasy. All that is, that's not what counts. What 
matters are the good entries and the bad entries. What is important is 
that it is not about remembrance, it is not a cult of remembrance. It is 
that in the past which is preserved, there is the chance of beginning 
again. 


[CD VI.1, duration 6:25] One of Fellini's most beautiful words is a 
purely Bergsonian word, so it's: "we are built in memory, we are built 
in memory", colon 


[36:00] -- I'm wrong to say colon because I'm misquoting then, but it 
doesn't matter — "We are built in memory: [colon] the child, the adult 
and the old coexist in us”. The child, the adult and the old man coexist 
in us, which is to say at least that it is not a question of memory- 
images referring to former successive presents, which follow one 
another. It is now and beyond all memories that the child, the old 
man, the adult coexist within us. That's the chance of starting over, 
reaching this supra-psychological memory -- we'll see, that poses all 
sorts of problems, that -- to this coexistence of regions [37:00]: 
childhood, adult, old man, such as is always possible, or given, or 
giveable, the chance of a new beginning. [ On these remarks by Fellini 
and the questions of memory, see L’Image-Temps, pp. 129-131, i.e. the 
first paragraphs of Chapter V] 


And if I take myself, personally -- everyone has their favorite images -- 
one of the images of Fellini that I find the most beautiful, among the 
most beautiful, is an image of "Amarcord" [1973] 


where the season, the summer season is over, and the snow, the first 
snowflakes, begin to fall. And there is the stupid and grotesque 
advance of the high school students, who only approached the Grand 
Hotel with great precaution and deviousness as long as there was the 
season, who arrive in front of the grand hotel which is now closed, 
and it has become their domain. [38:00] And, in an extraordinary 
sequence, we easily recognize the roles there: there are high school 
students, there is the clown, there is the good shy student, there is I 
don't know what else, he there are, well, there are all varieties of high 
school students; there are six or seven of them. And there is one, the 
timid one who is full, who has lots of pimples there. 


You can't say he's dancing, but he's walking, but with little dance 
steps, straight; he walks in a straight line. There is another which 
turns on itself, all that in fairly slow movements. There is another, the 
clown, who plays with imaginary musical instruments while 
contorting himself, all that, eh, splendid, because there is a science of 


distances. It is necessary, for Fellini, to show that at the same time, 
they are a group and that each one is alone for himself in this group. 
[39:00] 


And there, there is an art -- I suppose it has taken its measurements, 
that it is an image that one, which would take a very long time to, to 
comment on; you would have to see it first, in order to be able to 
comment on it. But good, but... -- And then there is one that turns on 
itself, one that goes in a straight line, all that, they intersect more or 
less but always at a distance, etc. It's as if they had become, and there 
we see them becoming -- it's not memory, it's not memory at all, we're 
beyond memory, and yet it's the most deep in the memory -- that is to 
say, they become, and we become with them, the contemporary of all 
the seasons, in the proper sense of the word season, of all the seasons 
of the Grand Hotel, of all the past seasons and to come, the chance of 
a new beginning. 


[40:00] While there is still a sort of creeping Christianity in there, 
because it's quite close to what we saw in other years when I was 
trying to comment a little [Charles] 


Péguy, this chance for a new start that comes from going back to the 
event. It is 


exactly that image of "Amarcord." [ On "Amarcord", the memory, and 
Péguy, see LImage-Temps, pp. 120-122] 


Okay, so you see why the signs are reversed? It is the past which is 
preserved, which is affected by the sign of time, of the positive 
chronic sign since it contains the chance of all possible new 
beginnings. While the other aspect of time, the movement of passing 
presents, far from creating a future, is nothing other than the race to 
the grave. If you want there, in the same image, to compare the two: 
the line of spa guests in "Huit et demi", where do they run with their 
grotesque little cups, their big bellies, [41:00] etc., their manners, 
their vulgarity, etc. ? They run to death. They run to death. And now 
from the line is extracted a bright young girl, Claudia [Cardinal] who 
is going to distribute the timpani and for a moment the question 
arises: is this the right entry? And it is as if, against the race to the 
death of passing presents, there was opposed the ritornello, that is to 
say the chance of starting over, represented by the young girl with the 
timpani. It will later turn out that the young girl with the timpani was 


not a good entry in "Huit et demi". Well, it had to be tried; it 
undoubtedly brings us something, that's it. [42:00] 


So it's almost the opposite, in fact. I was saying summarily to catch up 
on what we had done on the ritornello and the gallop and where some 
of you had helped me so much, it is inevitable that with Fellini, it is 
the ritornello which represents or which assumes the sign positive of 
time, that is to say the chance of restarting. It is the little ritornello, 
the positive element of time while the gallop is the negative element 
of time. It is a reversed Renoir, but reversed for the most serious 
reasons, that is to say for philosophical reasons, that is to say for 
reasons of thought. [On the gallop and the ritornello, see session 14, 
March 20, 1984, and on the help offered to Deleuze, see the beginning 
of session 18, May 15, 1984] 


[CD VI.2, duration 28:53] So are we [43:00] done with the crystal 
stages? No, I still have one, and then if you accompany me in all this, 
perhaps you, you will find still others; I do not claim to exhaust them, 
the crystal stages. But I see something that would be very interesting if 
it could exist, it would be the decaying crystal. The decomposition of 
the crystal, does it exist? Obviously it exists; there is no need to search 
long. 


But it's curious how it's guys who went through Renoir who... But it's 
not that they say: "I'm going to do anti-Renoir". No no. It is that their 
passage by Renoir undoubtedly made them aware of a problem and 
their personal capacity to transform the problem. [ For what follows, 
the decomposing crystal in Visconti, see L’Image-Temps, pp. 


124-128; on history at Visconti, see also Session 8, January 17, 1984] 


The one who really makes images, which it seems to me can only be 
understood [44:00] by the process of crystal decomposition, is 
[Luchino] Visconti. So there I would have, I, I don't see any other 
states, but, once again... So I would have my four -- that's good, four 
authors who correspond to the four crystalline states; there too, it is 
too good to be true, so it must not be true; but anyway that, it doesn't 
matter, it will be. -- At Visconti, it's curious, huh, Visconti. What is 
happening ? There too he does not arrive, he does not arrive at his 
magic formula suddenly. What will he have worked for, Visconti, to 
get to know what he was thinking himself. [ Break] 
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It is true that he is an aristocrat; the others are not, are not aristocrats, 
the others. But it is true that he thinks in an aristocratic way. [45:00] 
And what is it to think “aristocratically”? [Pause] I would consider, 
my hypothesis, it would be that it was from "Cheetah" [1963] that 
Visconti came into full possession of the elements of his cinema. That 
doesn't mean that before it was imperfect, no, but from the Cheetah 
on, he has mastery, he has complete mastery of his work. And once 
again, before, before, it was already sublime, good. But what do we 
even learn from the "Guépard"? There is something why Visconti is 
very, very well known, it is the great compositions, the great 
compositions signed Visconti, which are aristocratic compositions, 
bringing into play aristocratic circles: the ball at the old Prince's, 
[46:00] the music room in 


"The Innocent" [1976], the grand hotel in "Death in Venice" [1971], 
the picnic of 


"Cheetah", all that, his great compositions by Visconti. 


But what is a great composition signed Visconti? It is the description 
of a world that does not belong to creation. That is to say, it is the 
description of an artificial world, in the sense of fundamentally 
unnatural. What does "unnatural" mean? It means, according to your 
taste, outside the order of nature or the order [47:00] of God. [Pause] 
This world is made by whom and for whom? I say, it is an aristocratic 
world. I would like you to feel at the same time, at the same time as I 
speak, I don't even need to develop it, the affinities with [Marcel] 
Proust. It is not by chance that he wanted to make a film, which he 
was unable to do. It's obvious, because it seems obvious to me that 
Proust has the same conception of worldliness. It is a world beyond 
the laws of nature and God. 


What are these aristocrats? They are old aristocrats, formerly rich. It's 
certainly not the new rich; the new rich no longer understand [48:00] 
the aristocratic world. Is it just formerly wealthy aristocrats, big 
families? No, we will see later that this is not yet a sufficient answer, 
but for the moment, we will stop there. He is the old Prince, formerly 
rich in the process of being ruined, good, and who maintains, like rites 
whose secret escapes all people who are not part of them. Think, in 
Proust for example, of the rites of the Guermantes which are 
absolutely not understood outside the Guermantes milieu, which will 
even make them unhappy, since the great Charlus who is really the 
leader of all the Guermantes, the great Charlus among the Verdurins is 
no longer anything, [49:00] is no longer anything because everything, 
everything is... The Verdurins don't understand, they don't understand, 


they understand something else, the Verdurins. But these are the new 
rich who are very close to art, who are not just new rich, but they do 
not understand this world. It is the aristocratic world whose rites are 
no longer understood except by those who practice them. 


And that is indeed the sign of worldliness. If you are not worldly and 
you come into a worldly environment, the signs of worldliness are the 
most indecipherable in the world. This is why a non-worldly person 
can only make mistakes and why there is a very special kind of 
intuition of worldliness because the laws of worldliness never coincide 
with the laws of society. The first laws of worldliness are that 
someone who is socially powerful will not be received and will be 
considered inadmissible and someone [50:00] who appears to be 
socially shabby will, on the contrary, be celebrated. There is a 
worldliness-sociality relationship that is completely opposite, 
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completely... The laws are not the same. So it is a very, very, very 
dark world, this world, and yet it is pure crystal. 


Now it seems to me, in its artificiality, it is admirably said by the 
abbot, the personal abbot of the old Prince in "Le Guépard". The abbot 
explains to the people in a restaurant, in a café, it seems to me, I don't 
know where, he arrives, and then he explains to the people, he says: 
"Oh these people, you can't understand them... you cannot understand 
them because they have...” 


-- here I am quoting almost exactly what the abbot says — “because 
they have invented a world, they have created a world which is not 
part [51:00] of the order of creation. It is a world that was not 
intended by God.” It's amazing, that! God has planned everything 
except this completely twisted world of aristocrats. He foresaw the 
new rich, he foresaw the poor, he foresaw oppression, he foresaw 
everything except how to greet and speak to the Duchesse de 
Guermantes. That, God never intended. Good. It is a world beyond the 
laws of creation. 


And the abbot continues: “So what seems to you of great importance 
to you, seems of no importance to them”. For example, war, and it is 
not that they do not suffer from war, they lose their fortune in it, they 
sometimes lose [52:00] their members. It doesn't matter. 


For them, it's, it's adventures. They have so many centuries behind 


them, there have been so many wars behind them. One more, one 
less... any adventure. And adds the abbot, "what on the other hand 
seems childish to you, to have no importance, is for them 
disproportionate and urgently". It's the Prince's picnic. In a country 
devastated by war, the Prince will have only one idea, to organize his 
picnic. So you might think it's because he's indifferent, because, etc... 
No, as the abbot says: "these people are weird, they don't [53:00] 
think like us". The real affair of state is the picnic, good. It's a weird 
world! 


What are these aristocrats who really form the first element -- not the 
first chronologically -- but the first logical element of this cinema of 
Visconti with the great compositions, the admirable compositions that 
he draws from them? Well, it's weird people, it's people... That's what 
already matters a lot to me, it's that Visconti is very aware of one 
thing, they're not artists. They are not creators. Much more, that, I like 
in Visconti, that he marked that the true creators were otherwise, 
were, were, as for their life, very shabby. The real creator is [54:00] 
[Richard] Wagner. Well, Wagner, he doesn't live in an aristocratic 
world. He will ruthlessly extract from Louis II all that he can extract 
from him. 


[ Ludwig II of Bavaria was Wagner's patron] And he is a very 
pragmatic man, the true artist, since he makes everything serve his 
work. And there is only his work and his loves; he is a cynic, the 
artist. 


So these aristocrats are not artists, they are not creators. But they are 
not just art lovers either. [Pause] It's better than that; no other words 
are needed: these are people who deeply “know” art. [Pause] They 
“know” it [55:00] with a knowledge, with such an intimate 
knowledge. They surround themselves with art, that's it, like the old 
professor also violating his passions who has a typically aristocratic 
temperament. Only this is their problem: they know art deeply and in 
a vital way, and this knowledge separates them from art and from the 
life of art. They are incapable of creating. 
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You could say the same thing another way: they keep wanting to be 
free and claiming freedom, [Pause] [56:00] but it's an empty freedom 
of trying on roles. The true artist is not free. Who claims freedom? 
Constantly Ludwig II, in Visconti's own film ["Ludwig", 1973], Ludwig 


II never ceases to say: "I want to be free". But what does freedom 
consist of? An empty freedom, as empty as the castles he commands, 
and which consists in trying out roles and always pulling roles in the 
admirable scene with the actor who cracks, if you remember, pulling 
roles from an exhausted actor who ends up losing his power and 
saying "pity, pity, I can't take it anymore", while Louis II says to him: 


“Play, play, play a role, play another role, play, you are here to play”. 
[57:00] And the actor liquefies, that is to say the true artist does not 
hold up. Wagner will not last. But the actor does not take advantage 
of the shot. Well, that's what shows that already this world outside of 
creation, which obeys laws that are no longer those of nature or of 
God, well, what is it? Is a world -- and it's not just for now -- is a 
world that doesn't stop and has never stopped decaying. [ Break] 


And this is the second element of Visconti, these worlds outside of 
everything, outside the laws of nature and divine laws, are irresistibly 
carried away in a process of decomposition. 


[58:00] And this is abjection as the second element of Visconti. It is 
the decomposition of the crystal. This is the clouding process. 
Abjection everywhere, everywhere incest, everywhere murder, 


[Pause] everywhere death and organic decay, everywhere moral 
abjection, aaah... [Pause] 


And it is the organic rotting of Louis II. It is the abjection of his loves 
with his servants. 


[ Interrupt recording; this last sentence is repeated below] [58:53] 


Part 2 


... And then, it is the abjection of his loves [59:00] with his valets. 
And then there is the abjection of the two lovers in "Senso" [1954], 
everywhere incest and death. This is the abjection of "Sandra" [1965]. 


- Sandra? Sanda? Sandra? Sanda? Well, you see. -- Everywhere ! It is 
the abjection of the hero, of the innocent. It is the process of 
opacification with, finally, the impossibility for the hero of "The 
Innocent" [1976] to distinguish between his wife and his mistress. 
There, there is a beautiful process of opacification. GOOD. I would say 
— there, I don't have time to develop -- I would say, it's the second 
element, of Visconti's work. It is a very rich work! 


The third element -- it is [60:00] hard-hitting -- is History, with a 
capital “h”. It does not merge with the previous one. I can say that 
History, it accelerates the decomposition of the crystal, but it is not to 
be confused with this decomposition. History, in a sense, is one of the 
elements... Visconti is one of the authors who knew how to make 
History the most present in the cinema, and at the same time, and at 
the same time, he does so a very original way. It always seems to me 
that History... [here, the last half of the previous sentence is repeated] 
... in the cinema, and at the same time, and at the same time, it does 
it in a very original way. It always seems to me that History intervenes 
like a grazing view, or like [61:00] a grazing ray, which precipitates 
or even cuts the crystalline world of the aristocrats and which 
proceeds in two different ways: sometimes it is outside field, and there 
it is very interesting, because in a certain way, it is all the more 
present as it is outside the field: that is to say, we don't see it. 
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In Ludwig II, in "Ludwig", we don't see her. We will not see history for 
a very simple reason: Louis II does not want to hear about it. And yet, 
God she is present: she knocks at the door. She knocks at the door of 
the crystalline world. She will leave nothing of it remaining, she will 
raze everything. We won't see her. [Pause] Indeed, in "Ludwig", what 
happens? 


[62:00] In the great historical element which is the seizure of power 
by Prussia, which is first the war, the failed war, and then the seizure 
of power by Prussia, which are the two great historical episodes, do 


not appear. The war only appears in the indirect form, where Ludwig, 
terrified, realizes that his brother has gone mad about this war in 
which he, the brother was taking part. And Ludwig's reaction is: don't 
talk to me about it! don't talk to me about it! I don't want to hear any 
of this! And the seizure of power by Prussia, it will be the same thing: 
it will lead to the abdication of Ludwig, but he does not want to know 
anything about it. I would say that in "Ludwig", History is all the more 
present, as literally, [63:00] we never see it. 


But Visconti's art is enough to make it present: we read it in the 
madness of the brother, in the progressive madness of the brother, we 
read it in the very end of Ludwig: he is interned, he is interned under 
the invisible hand of Prussia. [ Break] 


Sometimes, on the contrary, it is visible: it is "The Damned" [1969]. 
[Pause] The struggle of the S.A. and the S.S.: the liquidation of the 
S.A. by the S.S, all that is shown. "Senso", the famous battle of 


"Senso", [Pause] the Italian movement [64:00] and very quickly, the 
liquidation of the Garibaldians by the Italian Regular Army, all that is 
explicitly shown; she was even in the uncut versions, she was even 
more so in the uncut versions. But, even when History is explicitly 
presented as valid for itself, it proceeds by that of the grazing. The 
battle of "Senso" is precisely going to raze this world, is going to be 
like a kind of ray which is going to cut the crystalline world of the 
abject lovers, of the two lovers. See? And that would be Visconti's 
third element. And feel how they interpenetrate, since History will 
bring the rise of the new rich. That's a historical fact, the rise of the 
new rich which [65:00] will precipitate the decomposition of the 
crystalline world of the rich, which will accelerate the organic decay 
of the rich -- no, no, not the rich -- of the aristocrats. 


And then, obviously, all that would already be very beautiful, but you 
feel that it is not a system, it is not a complete system: there is a 
fourth element which arises. And the fourth great element of Visconti 
is... [Pause] It's: something splendid happens, something splendid. An 
inconceivable splendor, an unheard-of splendor arises, and [66:00] it 
behooves it to arise too late. So we can call it “aristocratic pessimism”. 
But also, still there is immediately, what does it matter that it is too 
late since it occurs? 


Aesthetic optimism, and since it comes too late, in all respects, except 
in one respect: the work of art. It's never too late for artwork. 


And, this is Visconti's refrain: "too late, too late". I see no possible 


correspondent, this time in literature, other than the famous poem by 
Edgar [Allan] Poe, the “never [67:00] more, never more”, “Le 
Corbeau”. Poe's "never more" and Visconti's "too late, too late" seem to 
me to have the same intensity and the same grandeur. What is "too 


late"? 


Too late for whom? Too late for what? Too late... Note that this 
punctuates, strictly, all of Visconti's films. [Pause] In "Le Guépard": 
"Too late for Sicily" is the haunting theme; even the New Regime can 
do nothing for Sicily, too deep in death, too late [68:00] for Sicily, but 
also too late for the old Prince. 
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Because the old Prince -- and it's a "too late" which involves no 
ambiguity, I mean no ambiguity -- because the old Prince... Something 
extraordinary happened: to save the family , he authorized the 
marriage of his favorite nephew with a daughter of nouveau riche. 


And this marriage, I specify, is a marriage of love between the nephew 
and the daughter of new rich people. 


But, but, but... a short time, obviously the daughter of newly rich is 
smitten by the old prince. I don't want that at all, I insist, there's no 
ambiguity at all, not at all that she's in love with it: she like that, she's 
fascinated by [69:00] the old Prince. 


She likes the little guy, finally the nephew, but she is fascinated by the 
old Prince, and she dances with the old Prince. And in a scene which 
seemed to me one of the most beautiful images of Visconti, there is 
Visconti's composition, the ball, in the Prince's residence and, there is 
a prodigious moment when they both look at each other, the young 
girl and the old. And they are to each other, but beyond everything, 
beyond bodies and souls, they are to each other, they are... and the 
nephew is completely canceled -- c is Alain Delon, who plays very 
well! Alain Delon looks, he looks at this couple, very, very beautiful, 
that, very, very beautiful. -- [70:00] And of course it only lasted a 
moment. And of course, the young girl is not in love with the Prince, 
and of course, the Prince knows very well that -- maybe in his head he 
is saying to himself: "ah, if I would have had, I would have been fifty 
years younger, well yes, I was the one who married him”. Besides, he 
would not have married her, the old Prince! He can tell himself that, 
but that's not what counts. -- Beyond the ages, they are dedicated to 
each other in an almost... [Pause] in an unspeakable way: "too late, 


too late..." [Pause] 


In "Senso", the abject lovers and in particular the Austrian officer, the 
cowardly Austrian officer, keep saying to the Countess who betrayed 
the cause of the Garibaldians [71:00] for him, keep saying, "too late ". 
“Can't you see that our love is too late? “And he wallows in abjection 
all the more so as this “too late” does not cease to resonate. In 
"Violence et Passion" [1974], the old artist professor, not an artist but 
an aristocrat, who surrounds himself with works of art, is invaded by a 
vulgar, unbearable family, real scoundrels. [Pause] And the professor 
has a revelation: it is that the most rabble of all these invaders is, in 
truth, should have been in truth, [Pause] [72:00] his lover of nature 
and his son of culture. And there too resonates: “too late, too late”. 


I don't need to add "Death in Venice" [1971]. "Death in Venice" 
presents us much less of an artist, but I find that bringing the musician 
of "Death in Venice" closer to 


[Gustav] Mahler is stupid, because that's not the case at all. The 
musician of "Death in Venice" is an artist, so that would seem to 
contradict what I said earlier about the aristocrat who is not an artist, 
but he is much more an aristocrat than an artist. Indeed, it is formally 
said that his work is [73:00] fundamentally intellectual, that his work 
is a kind of algebra of music. We can say all we want about Mahler, 
but not that it is an algebra of music, nor that it is a dryly intellectual 
work. [ Break] 


He is too intellectual an artist: he missed his work because he made an 
abstract work. He is an aristocrat of art, he is not an artist. And what 
does he get? He receives the revelation of sensible beauty. In what 
form ? In a form dear to Visconti: a young boy. 


So what is “too late”? It makes no sense to wonder whether Visconti is 
obsessed with homosexuality or not. [74:00] Because I notice that in 
the list of examples that I gave, the “too late” only concerns 
homosexuality in two cases: 


"Violence and Passion" and "Death in Venice". The other cases are 
cases on the contrary, where the 
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revelation of sensitive beauty passes through heterosexuality. In fact, 
it should be said that there are two modes of revelation of sensible 


beauty. It is, and it is very normal, Beauty, what is it? It is the unity of 
man and nature. It is not by chance that Visconti remained a Marxist, 
of a strange and aristocratic Marxism. He invented an aristocratic 
Marxism. Beauty is the unity of man and nature. Good. Simply, it can 
be conceived of in two ways, the unity of man and nature: it can be 
conceived as a sensible [75:00] unity or as a sensual unity. The 
sensitive unity of man and nature is the landscape or rather, much 
more profoundly, the unity of man and the environment, "La Terre 
tremble" [1948], the unity of fishermen and the island. [ Break] 


The sensual unity of man and nature there, it's, it's a question, we 
can't... well yes, but that's not of much interest... For Visconti the more 
often -- and I welcome this " 


most of the time”, whether it is disinteresting or too precise 
developments that would not have any importance — most often, it is 
homosexuality. Homosexuality contains a sensual unity of [76:00] 
man and nature according to him, well finally, more frequent, or who 
has more chances, and that appeared from his first film, from 
"Obsession" [1943 ] where the homosexual gypsy, the homosexual 
gypsy, offered a way out for the hero entangled in his criminal love 
affair with the woman. But not always, for once. In the case of the 
"Cheetah", it is a sensual male-female unit. It must be said that it is not 
at all, it does not seem to me at all that Visconti is obsessed with this 
problem of homosexuality. 


Well... So what is this revelation that comes too late? Once again, I 
repeat myself, it comes too late for all but the work of art. [Pause] 
[77:00] This is what will constitute the very dimension of the work of 
art, this “too late”. And there too it is very, very Proustian, completely 
Proustian. So that's what I called the fourth crystalline state, this kind 
of decomposing crystal. [Pause] Okay... Here are our four states. Once 
again, I am appealing to you quickly to find others. 


[CD VI.3, duration 10:17] With that, [Pause] we can move on to the 
problem, next; next, what is it? This is the last time and until now, 
and this time and until now, what have I done? I spent my time, well, 
describing, from different points of view, [78:00] 


the crystal-image. I have described it from two points of view: the 
elements that compose it; the stages through which it passes. We pass 
to the natural sequence, our natural sequence, it is not all that: we see 
something in the crystal; the crystal-image refers to a seer, it isa 
cinema of seers. We see something in the crystal, and what do we see 
in the crystal? We know, I do not repeat all that. We know it, we 


know it well... it is the direct time-image. Time is no longer concluded 
indirectly from movement; [Pause] it is a direct time-image that 
reveals itself in the crystal. We see it in the crystal. What is this "direct 
time-image"? 


[79:00] A little pure time, we know that too. All of that is a given, so 
we've made a lot of progress. It is time in its very foundation, that is 
to say, time insofar as it makes all present pass and preserves all past. 
It makes everything present pass and preserves all the past 
simultaneously, at the same time. I would say: that's it for us, finally, 
in the current state of our analysis, that's the "essence" of Time. 


And this is what I will call the first diagram, the great first Bergsonian 
figure, namely, at each instant, time is divided, differentiated, in two 
simultaneous gestures: [Pause] [80:00] 
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one that conveys all present, the other that preserves all the past. This 
is differentiation; the figure of the differentiation of Time, Time as 
being process, proceeds from differentiation. [Pause] So, I say Time 
which, at the same time, makes the present pass and preserves the 
past. And that's what I see in the crystal. [Pause] [ In fact, according 
to Deleuze in L’Image-Temps, this is “Bergson’s second great diagram” 
(from Matter and Memory), p. 108, note 21, which he emphasizes at 
the beginning of chapter 5, "time both makes the present pass and 
preserves the past within itself ... two possible time-images, one based 
on the past, the another on the present. ... 


Bergson gave a very firm status to the first. This is the diagram of the 
inverted cone”, p. 129] 


Well, my question is that obviously, maybe at that moment there are 
two direct time-images. I will be able to grasp [81:00] pure time 
according to two direct images, one based on the present, one based 
on the past. [Pause] A pure time, but then, what is it? Neither the 
empirical past nor the empirical present. [Pause] What could that be? 
I will have two direct figures of Time. Is it possible, and what do they 
consist of? 


Well, do you want a little rest? It's gonna be a little tough. But not for 
long, huh? Three [82:00], three minutes! three ! [Pause] there's 
already one! [Laughs] [Pause recording] 


... [Pause] There you go, first figure, [Pause] it looks quite simple, we 
take as first figure the past that is preserved. [Pause] So, it seems 
simple, the past that is preserved. [83:00] 


It sounds simple, but it is precisely the misinterpretation to avoid. 
Because the past that is preserved has nothing to do with a memory 
that we would have preserved. And that, we've been around for a long 
time. We have spent our time denouncing the flashback, saying but it 
is not only the flashback, it is the memory-image itself that is 
insufficient. The past which is preserved has nothing to do with a 
memory which is preserved because, strictly speaking, we can say, 
however vague the formula, our memories are preserved in us, but the 
past is not preserved in us. . Where is the past kept? [84:00] The past, 
according to our diagram, according to what we have said: the past is 
preserved in time. This is... this is the great Bergsonian idea: time is 
not an agent of destruction of the past; time preserves the past, it is 
the conservatory of the past. 


But we can always say that, it is very obscure, and why? And what is 
this past that is preserved in time? If you repeat this to yourself until 
you take into consideration each term of the formula "the past is 
preserved in time", you must sense that it is a very paradoxical figure 
of time. If the past is preserved in time, but time will have a funny 
face. What figure? [85:00] This will be the second great Bergsonian 
figure: it will be the famous cone. [ Deleuze writes on the blackboard; 
see the diagram in L’Image-Temps, p. 108, note 21] There, there is 
“S”; Bergson's inverted cone [in Matter and Memory]. There is "S" 
which is the present present. And the cone is the time where the 
whole of the past. 


[Pause] How is the past preserved over time? As many sections of the 
cone as you want. And, from where then, one rushes by wanting to 
add [86:00] difficulties, by simply noting that Bergson only considers 
the simplest sections, that is to say, sections parallel to the base. [ 
Break ; Deleuze draws on the board] What would happen if he 
considered oblique sections? We wouldn't have finished because it was 
already so complicated, it was going to be simple, that. [The following 
discussion corresponds to the initial section of Chapter 5 of The Time- 
Image] 
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And by what right does he tell us -- and the texts are not simple, it's 


chapter three, Matter and Memory; there are very, very curious texts 
where it is a question of the meaning of Time -- and he tells us: "at 
each section of the cone, there is all our past"? [87:00] At each section 
of the cone, there is all my past. That is to say, I can... "s1", "s2", little 
"s3"... [Deleuze writes on the board] Well, my whole past is there. 
Where in my head? No way ! In time. And [Pause] what does he 
mean? We sink into the darkness. [Laughs; Deleuze tries to come back 
to his place through the students] -- Aahhbh,... traffic, that! — [ Laughs; 
pause] [88:00] All these sections coexist, they coexist with what? 
They coexist with each other, and with a capital "S". So that big "S", 
what is it? The actual present: it is nothing other than the most 
contracted section of all my past. [Pause] All my past coexists with me 
and with the actual present. [Pause] Where? In time. It coexists in 
varying degrees that correspond to 


"s1", "s2", "s3". [89:00] 


Well, it's not... “Coexist”, what does that mean? It means "not to 
follow one another". 


Suppose that... [Pause] there, [Deleuze points to his drawing on the 
board] that's not what Bergson is saying, the texts are so complicated, 
that's why I say what I want from there. 


Suppose that there, I have my childhood, [Deleuze continues to mark 
the drawing] there my youth, my adolescence, there my adulthood, or 
things -- we can multiply the sections -- there, my old age. You, your 
own cone, it stops before mine, [90:00] but that doesn't change 
anything. 


You will also have all your sections, what, and some moments that 
you take, you have a multiplicity of sections. I say in the manner of 
Fellini-Bergson [Laughs]: I am built in memory; my childhood, my 
adolescence, my adulthood and my old age coexist, [Pause] 


coexist in relation to my actual present; my actual present is only a 
more contracted degree of my past, of all my past. Each time, there is 
all my past; my whole past up to a certain point. There, in the 
childhood section, for example, it stops at the end of my childhood, 
okay. 


But listen to me carefully: it is true [91:00] that these different 
segments of the past follow one another from the point of view of 
what? From the perspective of the former present that they were. 
[Pause] Each one has its own limit: end of my childhood, end of my 


adolescence, etc. From the point of view of their relative limits, they 
succeed each other, that is to say, from the point of view of the former 
presents that they were. But from the point of view of the past that 
they are, they have a common limit which is my actual present. And 
there, they do not follow each other, they coexist. You understand ? 


Besides, there is nothing to understand, you just have to let yourself 
go. 


Here it is: all my past coexists with itself [92:00] in its different ages, 
from the point of view of the actual present, which is only the most 
contracted degree of my past. Good. [Pause] I would say that Time is 
the coexistence of all these layers of the past. All these sections are 
sheets of past, each of which retains all my past up to a certain 
relative point, but all having a common limit which is my actual 
present. All these layers of the past coexist: Time is the coexistence 
[93:00] of all the layers of the past; Time is the coexistence of ages 
which are preserved in it. 


[CD VI.4, duration 8:48] Aaaah... We could immediately say, who 
does that make us think of in the cinema, but we don't mix. It's 
beautiful. Suppose this idea is beautiful, it is not enough 
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: what makes it necessary? What makes it necessary, that is to say: 
why say that? 


First point to note: above all, do not confuse -- but then what 
fascinates me in chapter three of Matter and Memory is that 
sometimes Bergson makes the distinction admirably, sometimes it 
slips and everything happens as if the distinction [94 :00] was 
scrambling. -- Even if it means hardening the texts, I say, above all 
don't confuse these sheets of the past with memory-images, like when 
you say: “I remember my childhood”. For what ? What a difference ? [ 
Break] 


It's that the memory-images... No. It is because these layers of 
coexisting past are virtual; they have no psychological existence. This 
is why Bergson claims [95:00] a metaphysics of memory, and why he 
can identify memory and Time. It is not a souvenir image. This is what 
he calls “pure-memories”, by opposing the memory-image and the 
pure memory, and by saying: beware, the pure memory does not 
resemble the memory-images that we draw from it. I will draw 


memory-images from these layers of the past; on what condition? 


We will see it presently. I will draw my memory-images from these 
sheets of the past, but these sheets of the past do not consist of 
memory-images. They make memory-images possible; they are not. 
They are pure memories, they are sheets of the past that have no other 
existence than a virtual one. [96:00] They are purely virtual. [On pure 
memories, see L’Image-Temps, pp. 74-75, 77-78, 106-107, and 
especially in this context 160-161] 


But remember our rule: the virtual has a reality; the virtual is not 
topical, but it has a reality. Good. You will understand. So I say: 
memory-images are images in the process of being actualized. We've 
studied that ten times recently. Whereas the layers of the past are pure 
virtualities, they are pure virtualities. They exist only in Time. They 
have not updated into an image that we have. [Pause] They don't even 
look like the souvenir images we're going to make of them. [Pause] 
[97:00] 


Hence the question: but what are these images? Even more, Bergson 
says: pure memory stands behind the memory-image, and even behind 
the perception-image. You remember the beautiful text that I quoted 
the last time or the penultimate time. “Like the magnetizer behind the 
hallucinations he provokes”. [Deleuze quotes Bergson on this subject 
in L’Image-Temps, p. 161] [Deleuze writes on the board] They are 
magnetizers, hypnotizers; they stand behind the memory-image like 
the magnetizer or the hypnotist, behind the hallucination they 
provoke. That is to say, they don't look alike. Our question is: but 
[98:00] what need does he have to tell all that? Why aren't memories 
enough for him? Why does he feel the need to invoke “virtual sheets 
of past” which constitute all coexistence and which constitute the 
essence of Time? There has to be a reason, otherwise everything falls 
apart! We can't say, because it's pretty! 


The answer is this: otherwise the very formation of memory-images 
would be incomprehensible. 


It is his own idea, namely: a memory-image differs from an imaginary 
image. 


Why how ? [Pause] When you say: I [99:00] remember this episode 
from my childhood, [Pause] you don't take the memory image as a 
dream. [Pause] You may have false memories; That is a completely 
different problem that does not interest us at all for the moment. But, 
the memory-image differs in nature from the imaginary image. For 


what ? 


According to Bergson, -- there well, you could very well say, I'm not 
walking, I'm not, little 
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matter -- according to Bergson, the Bergsonian answer is this: if the 
memory-image has a characteristic mark, it is because it relates to the 
past. Just what he says. Now, no matter how much we turn it upside 
down, [100:00] we won't find in it what brings it back to the past. [ 
Break] 


In other words: the memory-image only relates to the past if it is in 
the past that we have been looking for it. [Pause] It's bright; For me, 
it's bright. There you understand, it is a matter of taste; there are some 
who will remain absolutely closed to this argument, they will be right; 
let them not bother me with objections, they will be right. It is not for 
them, but something else will be for them. Not bad ; [Pause] just 
follow the progress of the reasoning. 


You have a [101:00] memory image: “Ah! I remember my mother 
hitting me when I did this." Okay. You remember it. You don't confuse 
that with an imagination. You say "I'm sure". Hold on, good. It may 
turn out to be wrong; that does not stop. You invoke a sheet of past 
that makes the difference in nature between a memory image and an 
imaginary image. 


Where is that from ? [Pause] You can say: there is a sign in the 
memory-image, which already justifies this difference in nature, it is 
up to you to say which one. Bergson sees none. He says 


No matter how much you turn a memory-image upside down, you will 
not find the mark of the past, which distinguishes it from the 
imaginary image. [102:00] If she has this mark, she owes it to 
something else: she receives it. And what does she get it from? That's 
in the past that she went looking for it. 


In other words: just as in order to perceive an object as real - by which 
Bergson anticipated all the analyzes of phenomenology - one must 
come out of oneself and be, as the phenomenologists would say, and 
be "at the object". ". That is to say, it is in the real as such that we 
perceive the object; it is in the world -- the theme of "being in the 
world" -- it is not in us, it is in the world that we perceive the thing. 


Or if you prefer: we perceive the thing where it is. [103:00] This is 
where he goes much further than phenomenology, is that he thinks 
that the same argument, the same reasoning applies to memory. 
Namely: just as we perceive the thing not in ourselves but where it is 
in the world, we grasp the past where it is: [Pause] in Time itself. 


We come out of ourselves to jump into a region of the past. We sit on 
a tablecloth. [Pause] “We jump”, this expression appears [104:00]; we 
settle right away. We jump into a region of the past, and we explore it 
-- we still have no memory, no memory-image --; we explore this 
region. [Pause] If we find what we are looking for but in another form 
-- it's all a matter of presentiment, or post-feeling -- then such and 
such a point in the sheet of the past will be actualized in a memory- 
image. This memory image will be marked by the past, only because it 
is in the past that we have been looking for it. But where we went to 
look for it, there was no memory image yet. [105:00] The memory 
images will form from the sheets of the past in which we settle. 


[CD VI.5, duration 7:48] And all layers of the past coexist with each 
other. And he always gives us the example that I have often 
mentioned, the very striking example: I am looking for a memory: 
where 
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I saw this guy? I pass someone and I say “where did I see this guy? I'm 
sure I have it somewhere, where? That is to say, I try to form a 
memory-image. How am I trying to train her? 


Well, I grope, I grope. I say, at first I have a confused impression that, 
it's a long time ago 


; I say to myself: oh well!... [During this whole part, he types the table 
indicating the diagram] I said to myself: [106:00] wouldn't he, 
wouldn't he be a former colleague? I settle in a region of the past, I 
grope: nothing answers. And yet, it may be that it is there, that there 
is a point of this region, a virtual point, but I pass by. I don't find that. 


So, I come back to "S", my current present, and I launch a new probe 
that will take me to another layer of the past. Oh no, he's not a former 
colleague! ah, no, ah, no. It may be... it may be a regimental buddy. 
So... [Here, the recording repeats the last three sentences:] So, I come 
back to “S”, my current present, and I launch a new probe that will 
take me to another layer of the past. [107:00] Oh no, he's not a former 


colleague! 


ah, no, ah, no. It may be... it may be a regimental buddy. So [End of 
rehearsal] I skip layers of past, I settle in another region, and I grope 
around. So I put a kepi on my head, a hat, like that. I try, so I say to 
myself: it does not work. 


And all that is a whole area of retention, as [Edmund] Husserl would 
say, to speak a language other than Bergsonian; a whole domain of 
retention that precedes the memory-image. I grope completely. I try to 
make him walk in step, I say to myself, I say to myself, no, it's not in 
the regiment. 


I come back in “S”, us; not necessarily in this sense, it could be in 
another order. I tell myself 


[108:00]: “a childhood friend, at school”. And I try to find the features 
of a child on his head. 


And gosh, I make his cheeks a little firmer, rounded, I make him 
smaller, and I say to myself: 


" does it work ? », that is to say, is the memory-image going to take 
over this sheet of past there? You always see, there is the magnetizer 
behind, a hypnotist. Each time I address myself to the hypnotist, to a 
magnetizer who will answer me: yes or no. And I say to myself, “oh 
no, a guy like that, so that, no”. So I can find or not find, it doesn't 
matter. 


You see why -- I am answering my question -- why does Bergson feel 
the need to distinguish the virtual layers [109:00] of the past and to 
distinguish them radically from the memory-images that will arise 
from these virtual layers. ? Because there is an immediate, very 
important consequence of cinema. You will understand why -- I 
cannot say that there is a need to read Bergson -- why certain 
filmmakers are right in the middle of this story. 


I say it in advance so that the problem thickens. [ Break] 


Suppose a case: there are two people. Call one A, call the other X. 
[Pause; Deleuze marks the painting] They are both in “S”. [Pause] 
[110:00] Now X is settling in a region of his own past, [Pause] any; he 
jumps into a region of his own past, and he gropes. And the answer 
that comes to him from the hypnotist, that is to say, from this section, 
is: “yes, you have known A”. Ah! Me, X, I knew A. I jumped on this 
tablecloth. At the same time [111:00], A jumps on another sheet of 


her own past. [Pause] She gropes around, and she can't find anything 
that can incarnate in X. She hasn't known X. [Pause] X, hypnotist, 


[Pause] experienced A; [Pause] A is at risk of being hypnotized by X; 
she does not have her own hypnotist. That's a little bit. [ On Resnais 
and the following study of “I love you, I love you”, see L’Image- 
Temps, pp. 155-164] 
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Well, maybe the story [112:00] can be told quite differently; surely it 
can be told otherwise; surely it must be told differently too. But she 
can already tell herself like this. You recognized an aspect of "Last 
Year at Marienbad" [1961]. 


I would say that this aspect, in particular, you will find it from the 
point of view of [Alain] Resnais, and strangely you will not find it 
from the point of view of [Alain] Robbe-Grillet. [Pause] So it doesn't 
matter. 


I take another example from Resnais, in a very beautiful film, "I love 
you, I love you" [1968] 


which then really concerns one of the most profound films about 
Time. I remind you for those who have not seen it that a point of view 
in a capsule which plays exactly the role of a crystal-image, but an 
opaque [113:00] crystal. It's even one of the most beautiful crystal- 
opaque images in cinema, a sort of thing [indistinct word] like 
swollen, opaque glass. And, we are going to make him go back in time 
to a precise moment, and Resnais always insists on: this is not a 
flashback; it is not a souvenir image. And he says: the hero is 
supposed to relive a moment of his past. There are going to be 
disasters. We encapsulated it, there in the crystal with a little mouse. 
The mouse comes out without damage. She is supposed to have 
relived her past moment, without damage. [114:00] There, Resnais is 
very ambiguous about the proof why she relived the past moment. 
There, he is very discreet. But, for the man, it's going to be a disaster 
because we won't be able to bring him back to an "S", except at the 
very end; they bring him back to the state of death. Good. 


What happened ? There is a structure of "I love you, I love you" that 
would be very important for us as to the essence of time. So I'm just 
saying one tiny thing right now. I am interested in the question: why 
does the mouse get away with it and not the man? It's that... A 


mystery, I know it, I know it. So, it's all right. [115:00] I put myself in 
the place of the mouse; the little mouse, she is supposed to be able to 
relive a moment spent like that. Why it's... it's the animal state. 
[Pause] There aren't too many difficulties for her: she can, let's give 
her this possibility, she can relive a past moment. But man, he can't. 
Why can't the man? That is to say, why the experience of the 
diabolical scientists could only be valid for the mouse and if they had 
thought for two minutes, that is to say, if they had read Bergson, they 
would not wouldn't have put in the capsule, man. He would have 
known that the man could only crack the machine. It's obvious ! 
[116:00] They're cretins, that is to say, they haven't done enough 
philosophy. [Laughs] [End of CD VI] They would have known that a 
man cannot relive a past moment. And why can't a man relive a past 
moment? 


Not because he can't relive the past, but because he can't relive the 
moment... 


[Interruption of recording] [1:56:30] [Note that CD VI ends in the 
middle of the example that Deleuze elaborates without resolving the 
question to which it is addressed. ] 


Part 3 


... He can very well relive the past by memory, yes, we don't stop 
doing it. But I can't relive the moment. For what ? Because every past 
moment that I relive belongs to a layer of past, belongs to a 
continuum, as we would say in Latin. Eh ? [117:00] A continuum. 
Every moment belongs to a continuum. I want to relive the past; at 
that moment, I will relive a continuum of the past, that is to say a 
layer, a layer of the past. [ Break] 


Man cannot abstract for a moment from the web to which he belongs. 
So it is inevitable that the layers of the past hoarse, jam the machine 
and that the hero of "I love you, I love you" is 


22 


wandered from tablecloth to tablecloth, and could not get out of the 
machine. Scientists were criminals because they did not reflect on the 
difference between man and mouse. 


If I install myself on a layer of the past, I will only find the instant 
sought [118:00] by retracing the entire layer. I can contract it, I can 
race through it; I can skim through the web, impossible to abstract for 
a moment. A moment always belongs to a layer or even to several 
layers. And, indeed, the precise moment in "I love you, I love you" is 
the moment when the hero came out of the sea and met the woman 
with whom he lived and who was called Catherine Minc. Instead of 
reliving this precise moment, as it was programmed into the machine, 
he will relive all the layers of the past in which this moment 
participates directly or indirectly. It's going to be tossed from layer to 
layer, [Pause] to the creaking of the machine. 


[119:00] So I would say, at the limit, just grant me this: [Pause] the 
first figure of time would be the coexistence of virtual layers of past, 
[Pause] the present being only one of these layers, the most 

contracted. Well, there you have it, that's the first direct time-image. 


Only, only, these are therefore not memory-images since the memory- 
images 


[120:00] ensue. It is the layers of the past that make memory-images 
possible. 


So you will tell me, how do we get them, these layers of the past, 
since we cannot expect them from memory images? They precede the 
memory-images, they found the memory-images. 


We have the answer, thank God. We have it, it's what we called 
"paradoxical spaces". You will say to me: Aaaah! But it's reintroducing 
space, everything is screwed up! No, it is not reintroducing space, as 
we have seen. What we called "paradoxical spaces", namely, 
disconnected spaces, empty spaces, crystallized spaces, crystallized 
media, probabilistic spaces that have not yet been studied, topological 
spaces etc., infinite list, as opposed to Euclidean space, how are they 
presented? [121:00] As spaces which do not themselves account for 
their spatial characteristics, that is to say as spaces whose spatial 
characteristics are paradoxical for the simple reason that they cannot 
be explained except by time... [Pause recording] [2:01:16] 


...that, as we have seen, the depth of field. For example, in [Orson] 
Welles, with the particular space in which it is established, is, as we 
have seen, a factor of temporalization, that is to say it is an 
exploration of layers of the past . It is in time that the character moves 
under the depth of field. We have seen the same as Visconti's tracking 
shots, for example, in 


"Sandra", the character goes back in time thanks to a tracking shot of 
the Resnais [122:00] or Visconti type. So, and so first figure, where do 
I find it? 


If I try to read a bit of cinema, where do I find it? 


In the cinema, I see two authors in particular: Welles and Resnais. And 
there, the homage to be paid once again to Welles is that, in my 
opinion, he was the first author who introduced and constructed 
direct time-images in the cinema, and that it was a fantastic 
adventure, and that, once again, depth of field is not a matter of 
space, that depth of field is a factor of temporalization, that depth of 
field is the basis of the time-image, a completely [123:00] new time- 
image, here it is! [ Break] 


And, from Welles to Resnais, there is a sort of relationship which is 
very, very curious, but both, if you like, would be inscribed, if one 
were to draw from it -- which is always arbitrary -- if the we 
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released the thought independently of all the rest of this 
cinematographic context which is the essential, if we released the 
thought, we would see that they fundamentally play on this theme: 
time as the coexistence of all the virtual layers of the past. Only, they 
both probably play it in very different ways, and it goes pretty well 
together. I am not saying that this is the only time-image, there are 
many. Even more, they [124:00] 


subdivide indefinitely. [ On Welles' cinema on this subject, see 
L'Image-Temps, pp. 143-151] 


I'm trying to say very quickly for Welles. I can just do sounding stuff. 


How... try to convince yourself that this Bergsonian schema, I don't 
apply it in an abstract way to Welles, but that a certain number of 
Welles' films fit quite naturally into a funny adventure which will 
bring a little animation to this fight, here it is! 


It all starts with "Citizen Kane" [1941]. But everyone knows that in 
"Citizen Kane", we can always start from the idea that they are 
witnesses of such a period of Kane's life. Everyone also knows that it is 
not enough, [125:00] that it is, of course, it is, but there is something 
else too, and this other thing is deeper. It's that each testimony is in 
fact a sheet of past that contains all of Kane's life. You will tell me: all 
of Kane's life up to such a moment? Yes, up to such a moment in 
relation to the former presents that these moments have been, and 
which contains all of Kane's life more or less contracted in relation to 
the current present which is defined by what? "Kane is dead, Kane just 
died!" ". 


Well, it's that the big scenes in depth of field in "Citizen Kane", they 
have two roles: sometimes to assume the maximum contraction 
[126:00] from which the evocation of layers of the past will be 
launched. I am not saying the evocation of memory; you have to settle 
in a layer of the past for memory to be possible. So the contraction is: 
the point from which I jump into a sheet of past. And the other aspect 
of the depth of field is, on the contrary, this time its unique lateral 
aspect, namely: when I jumped into a sheet of past, it is in the past 
that the character moves. When Kane crosses the depth of field, the 
whole corridor that unites him to the journalist-friend with whom he 
is going to break up, and where he is going to end his article, the 
spectator reads, he reads the image under the heading [127:00] "It 
was their breakup." He doesn't read it at all in the form "it's going to 
be the breakup". “It was their breakup”: we are in the process, with 
the character itself, of walking in the past, of exploring a layer of past 


from which the memory-images will descend, will arise. Good. 


SO ! But let’s get back to this story of souvenir images. I install myself 
in a layer of the past, and the memory-images descend from it and 
come to incarnate themselves and I say: “Ah! Yeah, that's the memory 
I needed." [Pause] They are embodied, I am going to look for [128:00] 
the memory-image in a layer of the past. It does not pre-exist; the 
tablecloth does not present a souvenir image. But a point of the 
tablecloth, if I land on it, will incarnate, will go down in "S" 


[Deleuze taps the painting insistently] and incarnate, and actualize 
itself in a memory-image. 


Only, what can happen? Fortunately, accidents do happen. 


And Bergson in his psychiatric theory of the brain, [Pause] in his 
psychiatric theory of the brain, Bergson, he said: there are two 
possible accidents with memory. [Deleuze quotes Bergson on this 
subject, from Matter and Memory, in L’Image-Temps, p. 145, note 19] 
Anyway -- not anyway -- first case [129:00]: you are in "S", the actual 
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here ; you jump into a web of the past, you find the point sought in 
this web. 


This point, then, descends and at the same time as it descends, is 
embodied in a memory-image. 


You follow me ? Only, first case that can occur: the memory descends, 
only you have sensory-motor disorders in “S”. 


The sensory-motor disorders, they are in "S" in the current present. 
You have sensory-motor disorders, so the memory image goes down 
well, but you don't know how to use it. 


[Pause] [130:00] If you like, you have apraxia — it's not quite the 
custom but it's to simplify -- you have apraxia without amnesia. It's 
not common, well I don't know if now we don't see anything in 
hospitals, you understand? It is the drama, it is the drama for the 
training of doctors. It's that people are so cared for at home, huh! And 
it's terrible, it's terrible. Young doctors, that's why young doctors, it 
sends shivers down the spine, hospital equipment has become very, 
very thin. Finally in the time at the hospital, [Laughs] we saw some, 


we saw some, we saw beautiful ones, now they are on the sidewalk. 
We saw, it's not famous, people [131:00] have absolutely intact 
memories, but they can't do anything with them, that is to say the 
memory is well incarnated, it can be empty. 


For example, they perfectly describe the details of the streets in their 
neighborhoods. I'll take an example: yes, there is so-and-so street that 
intersects so-and-so street, eh, that's how it can be described, 
admirably. And we bring them, they don't know, they don't know how 
to navigate. We will say that there is apraxia with retention of 
memories. You see ? In other words, the memory has become 
unusable. What is hit? It's in "S", the sensory-motor movements 
[132:00] 


by which I could use the memory-image. I settled into a layer of past; 
the actualization of the point passed into a memory image has taken 
place, but I no longer know how to do anything with it given my 
sensory-motor disorders [ Bruit d’un cough] at the spinal level, at the 
level of the cerebellum or at the cerebral level. See this case? It can 
help you in life, all that. 


Another case: the so-called case of amnesia that Bergson will interpret 
in a very particular way. The case of amnesia for Bergson is a case 
which, in my opinion, is worse; what I can no longer do is the 
evocation movement, i.e. I [133:00] can no longer jump. It is not the 
user who has disappeared in me, it is the jumper, it is the dancer by 
whom I install myself in a sheet of past; I can no longer talk about the 
past. There, there is real amnesia then. There, there is real amnesia 
then, there are all sorts of particular cases, that doesn't bother that. 
But I insist on this aspect of Bergson because Bergson, to my 
knowledge, is strictly the only philosopher who influenced psychiatry 
with Heidegger, huh! [Airplane noises] [Martin] Heidegger by way of 
[Ludwig] Binswanger, but that would really be the... No, no, it's silly 
what I'm saying. There was [Friedrich] Schelling too, and there was a 
whole German psychiatry at the end of the 19th century. No, no, it is 
common for philosophers [Laughs] to be interested in psychiatry! [ 
Break] 


[134:00] And, it was the good time, it was the good time because 
psychiatry was in a better state. They left the subjects in the hospitals, 
which was a great advantage for everyone, that's it! [ Break ; Deleuze 
types the painting again] 


See, Bergson is going to tell us: in the case of amnesia, the sheets of 
the past have absolutely not disappeared. Simply the subject can no 


longer reach them. They have become invocable; they have not 
disappeared because in themselves they are virtual. They have the 
reality of the virtual. 
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Good ! Why am I telling you this ? Let's try to introduce a progression 
in the films of 


[135:00] Welles. "Citizen Kane", [Pause] I'm talking about "S": "Kane is 
dead, Kane just died": I have something to look for. What is Rosebud? 
The witnesses will be summoned to jump into the layers of the past 
with always the same supposed question: 


“Ts it in this tablecloth? Is it on this tablecloth and in this past region 
that lies... is it in this layer of the past that the Rosebud point lies? 
[Pause] Huh? And [136:00] all kinds of layers will be explored, and it 
is in Time that they will be explored. Of course, we won't find a 
Rosebud. And yet, childhood itself is explored, but we miss Rosebud. 
Good ! 


And then at the end, [Pause] when the movers are moving Kane's 
Palace, throwing away the childhood sleigh that says "Rosebud" on it. 
They throw it away; in the fireplace burns a fire. The memory is 
embodied but does not interest anyone. [138:00] The mystery is 
solved: it was in the tablecloth of childhood that Rosebud lay, but no 
one cares. The memory is useless. And far from being an author 
turned to the past, Welles will develop the layers of the past with the 
aim that we will see why he goes through the layers of the past? But 
the first idea, the first great idea of Welles, is the radical uselessness of 
the memory-image. Either it does not update, or it does not update for 
anyone, that is, it is unusable. But, that's a great idea! So why all these 
explorations, again so many... We keep this problem. 


Second great film: "The splendor of the Ambersons" [1942], and there, 
what remained localized with the Rosebud story takes on a generality 
and explodes -- it's amazing! -- it is the ruin of a family, it is the 
precipitous ruin of a family through a system of levels. [Pause] You 
will find everything you want on temporalization, the depth of field 
linked to temporalization. In "The splendor of the Ambersons", it is, it 
is even more obvious than in 


"Kane". [139:00] But, what is new is the affirmation of a generalized 
uselessness. Namely, what I find there, the really heart of "The 


splendor of the Ambersons", is when the famous voice of Welles says 
this: "and finally" -- I'm not quoting exactly, reconstituted - "and 
finally, the final ruin, the ruin of the family of Ambersons, And finally 
their ruin was final”. That is to say, they went through all the levels, 
through all these sections of the past where the Ambersons family 
was. “But, those who were interested in this ruin, those who were 
interested in it had been [140:00] long dead. [Pause] And those who 
wanted it didn't even remember that they wanted it." It is unthinkable! 
Really. I mean, all the s... 


all the memory you want of "The splendor of the Ambersons" with the 
sneer: "Ah! 


ah! It's all over ! They are finished these bastards there”; nobody cares 
anymore. And, that's the story of, of "The splendor of the Ambersons", 
it's the fact that absolutely no one is interested in it anymore, and 
that's the wonder. 


And, it is doubled by one of the most beautiful scenes of "The 
splendor": it is when the Major dies. Do you remember, [141:00] in 
the middle? The great death of the Major, who says: "Hey, yes" -- it's a 
death of a visionary -- "Hey! yes, I am going to death”. He says pretty 
much all of that, I don't know. “Yes, I'm going to death, I'm going to a 
place where I'm not even sure I'll be recognized as an Amberson. It's 
natural, where I'm going, to the last judgment; Amberson or not 
Amberson, who cares. In other words, it's all useless. 
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Well, I would say that the first two great films of Welles, it was the 
exploration of layers of the past so that the obvious comes out: the 
memory is [142:00] unusable. You will say to me: Good, but, hey, 
that's a negative conclusion. No, because, from the fact that the 
memory is unusable, something fundamental will rebound, namely: 
time is the coexistence of all layers of the past, but all of a sudden 
time never ceases to be in permanent crisis. . [In L'Image-Temps, it is 
from page 147 that Deleuze develops these perspectives on the crisis 
of time] And, it is according to the permanent crisis of time -- because 
time is is what stirs up all the layers of the coexisting past, and which 
never ceases to stir them up -- it is as a function of this mixing of all 
the layers of the past that memory is unusable, that is to say, does not 
interest person. [Pause] [143:00] 


Time as a permanent crisis, and in an interview where Welles is told: 


"Yes, in 'The splendor of the Ambersons', you capture a great moment 
of crisis in the city which coincides with the advent of the automobile" 
. He said, “If it hadn't been that, it would have been something else. I 
do not know of a time that is not in a state of permanent crisis”. [ 
Welles’ remarks, attributed by Deleuze to Michel Estéve, appear 
differently in L’Image-Temps, p. 147, note 21: “The very basis of 
existence is tragic. Man does not experience, as we are told 
repeatedly, a temporary crisis. Everything has always been a crisis” ] 
Therefore, time as a permanent crisis now completes for us the idea of 
the coexistence of virtual sheets of the past in time. The link between 
the two is the perpetual mixing of these layers. The permanent crisis is 
the state of permanent mixing of layers of the past. 


But let's continue in the chronological examination, and you 
immediately feel that after two films like that, which show the 
[144:00] unusable character of memory, he goes one step further as if 
he is Bergsonian without knowing it. But the good Bergsonians are 
always those who don't know it! Because it will pass naturally, and 
there, I do not force things. 


Listen to me carefully, I am not forcing them at all, I seem to be 
forcing them; I don't force them. What does he show us next? He 
tackles another aspect of the question: when the past becomes 
invocable and yet does not cease to be real. I say real; I'm not saying 
current. It is invocable, that is to say unactualisable, it has all the 
reality of the virtual, it is there; it is there, weighing all the more 
because it is invocable. Ah! So there, it's, it's no longer, it's no longer 
the apraxia, it's something much [145:00] more worrying. And, this is 
Welles' third major film. It is 


"The Lady from Shanghai" [1947]. Because what is "La Dame de 
Shanghai" about? He says a very simple thing: someone who is caught 
up, literally caught up in the past of others, in the past of an infernal 
trio, a poor guy literally absorbed in the past of a demonic trio. 


So it's forced, there, the situation, it is, it is privileged; it is of course 
necessary that the past be invocable, it is the past of others. [146:00] 
The poor guy, he knows nothing of this past, and we, spectators, will 
know nothing of this past. We just know that it is a harshly heavy 
past. What happened between them? What is being prepared based on 
this past? What settlement of accounts? And everyone has their own 
past. The woman has a layer of past coming from the Orient. What 
happened in the Orient to make her the current mistress of 
Chinatown? Where does she get this power from? Invocable past. And 
him, Bannister, the lawyer, the husband, where does he get this 


extraordinary scorpion wickedness? Where does he get these braces, 
these prostheses? How did he get this? From birth all that? And the 
third, who appears there like a kind of bewildered, sneering, [147:00] 
what does he want? He wants to be killed? He wants 
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stage a fake murder that turns out to be a real murder? For what ? 
What do all these guys have with each other? 


So, it was a good laugh because -- well, a good laugh, not because... -- 
in many interviews, Welles has shown how little respect he has for 
[Vincente] Minnelli. So, I say to myself, it's still not just all that 
because, if there's someone in the cinema who had a problem -- when 
he didn't owe Welles -- a problem , for a long time, the question of 
someone who is absorbed in the past of others or in the dream of 
others, it is Minnelli. It's Minnelli, that ah! All Minnelli films, that's it! 
It is someone who is introduced willingly or unwillingly into the 
dream or the past of others [148:00] and who will get away with it as 
best he can to face the dangers of such absorption. 


So I'm not saying that Welles is thus a disciple of Minnelli but I'm 
saying that this happy meeting makes Welles' severity for Minnelli 
perhaps unfounded, but anyway they can have their accounts settled 
like everyone else . So that doesn't matter. 


Well, and again you see, the past is no longer the unusable past like in 
the first two films. It is the invocable past and all the more powerful 
for being invocable. And there, the case is typical since it is the past of 
the others. So Welles could not stop at these too easy data to deliver 
what he had to say. Since, he gave, for everyone to understand, a 
privileged situation. Of course, I can't talk about [149:00] the past of 
people I don't know. They hired me to drive their boat; I don't know 
their past. So the past is invocable under very simple conditions. 


One Step Further, "Mr Arkadin" [1955]; because Arkadin, what is it? It 
is how to make one's own past invocable. It is no longer the past of 
others. How to make invocable his own past? And the investigator, at 
the beginning, if you remember "Arkadin" -- that's one of the big 
scenes in depth of field -- where the investigator, who crosses the 
yard, emerges from the past and he explores the different layers of 
past of Arkadin. And, each time, Arkadin followed him and killed the 
point [150:00] likely to be embodied in a memory image, that is to 
say the witness of his past. How to make invocable... So, there? The 


theme, it seems to be "killing the witnesses of the past", it's the 
melodramatic theme, that. The philosophical theme that is no less 
present in the film is: how to make one's own past irrevocable? But 
why do all this? 


For what ? Well, for a simple reason, a very simple reason, it is that: it 
is no longer the time at this level; the unusable memory, that brought 
us back to, time as a permanent crisis, which stirs up these layers of 

the past. The invocable memory, what does it bring us back to? There, 


[151:00] the layers of the past are stirred up, but not simply by the 
crisis, by the perpetual crisis of time. They are brewed by something 
deeper which is an original becoming. 


There, almost, I jump, too bad! Welles, it would be much closer this 
time to Nietzsche: the original becoming is the earth! It is life, it is the 
life that comes out of the earth, that is to say the indigenous life. 
Aboriginal means: “straight out of the ground”. The natives, and the 
land from which the natives come, it is a muddy land, it is the land of 
the origins, [152:00] 


it is becoming, it is what Nietzsche will call “becoming”. And it is a 
land that mixes all the elements, water, air. It is a land that is 
indistinguishable from the other elements. And it is the splendid land 
of "Macbeth" [1948] that [André] Bazin described splendidly as being 
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precisely this indeterminate element where the earth properly 
speaking, the waters, the fire, all of that mixes together, in a kind of 
original becoming [Pause]: it is primordial time. And, in Welles, from 
one end to the other, the characters die in wet earth, they drag 
themselves through wet earth... [Recording interrupted] [2:32:52] 


[Repetition of the previous sentences:] where the earth strictly 
speaking, the waters, the fire, all that mixes [153:00] in an original 
becoming: it is primordial time. And in Welles, from one end to the 
other, the characters die in wet earth, they drag themselves through 
wet earth. 


[End of rehearsal] The end of the inspector in "The Thirst for Evil" 
[1958], the famous cardboard decorations of "Macbeth". Well, you see 
that, I would say, so why all this? Because -- 


What time is it ? — 
Student: Minus five. 


Deleuze: Minus five! So there's not much time left, and then maybe 
you've had enough -- So we're down to: why all this? It is that, in my 
opinion, something very important has happened at Welles. Well! I 
say it very quickly like that, [154:00] it will be over. 


What happened very quickly was that the, the center no longer has 
the same role; there is a transmutation of the notion of center, and 
which is fundamental, which is fundamental to... I mean bodies no 
longer have a center. Bodies and souls no longer have a centre. There 
is no longer a centre, it is a lack of centre, acentred. For what ? 
Because there is no longer a center of force, you understand? Because 
for Welles, given here also that he is Nietzschean, force, it is always 
related to force. Strength is the relationship of strength to strength. 


Therefore, force is never related to a center but related to other forces. 
The forces are absolutely off-center, that's what's great about him. For 
a hundred years it was native land, the land of the natives. No more 
center, no more center in the sense of [155:00] center of a body, 
center of a configuration, center of mass, center, whatever you want. 


From where he will reestablish the center, and it will be a whole new 
type of center: it will be optical centers, optical centers of perspective. 
This is exactly the passage from classical physics to perspective 
geometry, to projective geometry. The center will be the point of 
view, not at all the point of view on a thing. But, the constitutive 
point of view of projection, things will only exist as projections. It is 
not at all a point of view "on" something. Projective geometry has 
never been a point of view "on" something; that would be a subjective 
optical center. [156:00] Projective geometry is the constituent optical 
centers, that is to say, the optical center will constitute a thing which 
is nothing more than its perspective or the metamorphosis of the 
perspectives between them. 


So all that, I would have to explain; it's very simple actually. I say: it is 
an optical center, and then, that explains everything in Welles. That is 
to say, the geometry, the equivalent of a projective geometry, this is 
what explains the choppy editing, the short editing. Depth of field is 
exactly the correlate of projective geometry, that is to say, it is what 
in mathematics was called shadow theory. It is with the depth of field 
that the shadow is introduced, which is the strict correlate of 
projective geometry. 
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Well, well, I don't know, we'll see, but next time, it's the last time. 
[End of recording] [2:36:56] 


